THE CRIMINALS IN VIRGIL'S TARTARUS: CONTEMPORARY ALLUSIONS IN AENEID 6.62M
At Aen. 6.562-627 the Sibyl gives Aeneas a description of the criminals in Tartarus and the punishments to which they are condemned. 1 The criminals are presented to us in several groups. The first consists of mythical figures, the Titans (580-1), the sons of Aloeus (582-4), Salmoneus (585-94), Tityos (595-600) and Ixion and Pirithous (601-7). Next Virgil turns away from mythical figures to particular categories of criminal. He mentions those who hated their brothers, who assaulted a parent, who cheated a cliens, who gloated over wealth they had acquired without setting aside a part for their family, who were put to death for adultery, and those who, breaking their masters' ('dominorum', 613) trust, made war on their country . The reference to the contemporary scene is unmistakable. The mention of a cliens (609) indicates that we have moved from Greece to Rome. Moreover, 'quique ob adulterium caesi' (612) brings to mind Augustus' concern over moral standards, the subject of legislation in 28 B.C., 18 B.C. and A.D. 9; the lex Iulia de adulteriis coercendis (18 B.C., but no doubt in the air for some time previously) gave to fathers of adulteresses the right to put to death both guilty parties. Thirdly, 'arma...impia' (612-13) is an obvious reference to civil war (cf. Geo. 1.511-14; Aen. 1.294-6), which as Servius argues is more narrowly defined by 'nee veriti dominorum fallere dextras' (613) so as to exclude Caesar and Octavian: undoubtedly the allusion is to the war against Sextus Pompeius, which Augustan propaganda chose to represent as a war against runaway slaves.
2 Virgil continues by sketching the penalties paid in Tartarus by such men (614-17). While doing so, however, he retreats once again into the realm of mythology: the punishments he describes are those more normally associated with Sisyphus and Ixion (rolling a stone uphill, suspension on a wheel). This reversion is completed at 617-20 where, confusingly, Virgil denies that he has been alluding to events of contemporary significance by naming two mythical personages, Theseus and Phlegyas (the father of Ixion). Virgil therefore implies, but then denies, contemporary relevance.
3 It is this kind of protean elusiveness (most marked, perhaps, in the Eclogues) which makes the contemporary allusions in Virgil so difficult to pin down. f not named probably implies that they are figures from recent history: elsewhere in the I speech whenever Virgil has mythical characters in mind he gives their names. So to I whom, at the culmination of the Sibyl's speech, is Virgil alluding?
I
Let us begin with lines 621-2. Servius, while allowing that Virgil's words also have a general reference, takes the poet to be recalling here two individuals. For the first I ('vendidit hie auro patriam') he suggests Lasthenes (who betrayed Olynthus to Philip I II of Macedon in 348) or alternatively C. Scribonius Curio, the tribune of 50 allegedly bought over by Caesar; 5 in connection with the latter possibility he cites I Lucan 4.820, 'Gallorum captus spoliis et Caesaris auro'. For the second ('fixit leges T pretio atque refixit') he proposes Mark Antony. The suggestion that Virgil intends to J call Curio to mind may be immediately discounted, since this would entail taking I 'dominum...potentem' to be Augustus' adoptive father (cf. 'nee veriti dominorum f fallere dextras' above, 613). 6 Similarly, Lasthenes may with little hesitation be ruled out on grounds of obscurity. In fact, only one identification is required within lines I 621-2: Servius has failed to appreciate that, as 'hie...hie' makes clear, the Sibyl in these two lines and the next one (i.e. 621-3) is distinguishing only two individuals, not three (this would be clearer to the modern reader if, as in some editions, the semicolon after 'imposuit' were replaced with a comma). Nevertheless, Servius seems to have hit the mark in suggesting Antony, of whom not just 'fixit leges pretio atque refixit' but also ' vendidit hie auro patriam' is an appropriate description: Virgil's picture of the man who sold his country for gold and who made and unmade laws for bribes conforms exactly to the hostile characterisation of Antony presented by Cicero in his Philippics. The most striking passages are worth quoting at some length, to enable the full force of the parallel to be felt (the terms also used by Virgil are italicised, although it will be seen below that Virgil is echoing Cicero, if at all, only through an intermediary). A problem, however, is presented by the part of lines 621-2 not so far discussed (and not commented upon by Servius), 'dominumque potentem / imposuit'. The opening sentence of the Res Gestae reveals that Antony's political ascendancy was seen (or at least represented) by Augustus as a ' dominatio' (' Annos undeviginti natus exercitum privato consilio et privata impensa comparavi, per quern rem publicam a dominatione factionis oppressam in libertatem vindicavi', 1.1), and this view was shared by Cicero and others.
8 But Virgil does not say that 'hie' was himself a 'dominus'; he says that he inflicted a 'dominus' (someone, presumably, other than himself) on his country. Are we then to reject the identification of'hie' with Antony? Two factors prevent us from doing so, by confirming Antony as the criminal of lines 621-2.® First, Macrobius (6.1.39) reports that these lines are modelled on the following lines from Varius, de Morte (fr. 1 Buechner):
vendidit hie Latium populis agrosque Quiritum eripuit, fixit leges pretio atque refixit.
Although the old view that the de Morte was an epic on the death of Caesar can no longer be accepted, the allusion to Antony in Varius frr. 1-2 nevertheless seems I definite. 10 Secondly, in his allegorical description at Georgics 3.37-9 of the poem he Vintends to write (and which later took shape as the Aeneid) Virgil indicates that he will I depict' Invidia infelix' exposed to the torments of Tartarus: I 12 and finally to return more decisively to Antony with the exact quotation of Varius, 'fixit leges pretio atque refixit'. There is something teasing (perhaps even flirtatious) in Virgil's manner of making a suggestion, denying that he has made it and then repeating it. It is in fact an extension of the technique which was identified above and termed 'protean elusiveness'.
The first 'hie', then, is accounted for: we may take him to be Antony. But can the second be identified, 'hie thalamum invasit natae vetitosque hymenaeos' (623)? Servius makes two suggestions, Thyestes and Cinyras, both mythical. This cannot be correct, at least in the case of Cinyras: as E. Norden has pointed out, Cinyras sinned unwittingly, whereas Virgil makes it clear (in line 624) that the crime was premeditated. 13 Servius goes on to cite and reject the view of Donatus that the man in question is (of all people) Cicero. This theory has in modern times been taken up by F. Olivier, 14 who argues that Virgil is echoing the anti-Ciceronian invective known to us from the pseudo-Sallustian oratio in Ciceronem and the speech given to Q. Fufius Calenus in Dio. 15 But the objections to this are instantly fatal. First, Cicero did not marry Tullia, and not even in the invectives is it claimed that he did. Secondly, an allusion to Cicero would be an intolerably anticlimactic conclusion to Virgil's list of criminals. Someone is needed who was at least as reprehensible as Antony; Cicero, who was hailed as the father of his country, would therefore be an inappropriate choice. Thirdly, the evidence is that Augustus did not himself hold such a negative view of Cicero. 16 So who, finally, is the arch-villain who forms the climax of Virgil's description of the criminals in Tartarus? He has never been unmasked, 17 although the key to his identity lies in fact elsewhere within the poem. Among the scenes depicted on the shield of Aeneas in Book 8 is a representation of Tartarus and the punishment of one particular criminal, whom the poet addresses by name (8.666-9): hinc procul addit Tartareas etiam sedes, alta ostia Ditis, et scelerum poenas, et te, Catilina, minaci pendentem scopulo Furiarumque ora trementem.
It is, I contend, not Cicero but his celebrated enemy L. Sergius Catilina 18 to whom Virgil alludes at 6.623, 'hie thalamum invasit natae vetitosque hymenaeos'. The evidence for Catiline's incestuous marriage to his own daughter occurs in Cicero's in
